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WALKER R. THOMPSON

MARIAN HYMNOGRAPHY IN THE GEORGIAN
JERUSALEM TROPOLOGION

Background and State of Research

The Old Georgian Jerusalem Tropologion or ‘Oldest/Most Ancient ladgari’
(Geo. 3dggamgbo osogom™o, herein simply: ladgari) is a rich and diverse miscel-
lany of Georgian translated hymnography serving various liturgical functions,
which goes back, at least in part, as far as the 6" century.! According to Renoux’s
persuasive dating on the basis of Armenian and other sources, the original Greek
versions of individual hymns in the collection, including those to the Virgin Mary,
may date from the late 4" — early 5" centuries or before.” The ladgari texts are
preserved in manuscripts and fragments kept in St. Catherine’s Monastery in Sinai
(hence one sometimes finds the alternative appellation ‘Sinai ladgari’), and have
been known to scholarship in some form since at least the late 19 century, albeit
for a long time nearly exclusively in Georgia.® The first critical edition of the
ladgari is that of Shanidze et al. (§oam-g&®o@0b 0s©goMo) based on the manu-
script Ms. CM H-2123 (9% ¢.). In 1980, Metreveli, Ch’ankievi and Khevsuriani at
the National Centre of Manuscripts of Georgia published an authoritative critical
edition of all known manuscript witnesses to the Georgian ladgari tradition;* this
tremendous work of scholarship remains unsurpassed to this day.® A full-text ver-

Jeffrey, The Earliest Christian Chant Repertory Recovered, p. 14.

Renoux, Les hymnes de la Résurrection 1, pp. 52-54; Shoemaker, Mary in Ear-
ly Christian Faith, 191-192; Shoemaker, The First Christian Hymnal, p. xviii.
Kujumdzieva (The Hymnographic Book, 42) proposes a later dating (8" c.) for
the ladgari, but her argumentation is less persuasive than that of Renoux, who
approaches the topic with his deep knowledge of Armenian sources and other
early Christian texts.

3 Khevsuriani, ladgari, 2009; Wade, The Oldest ladgari; Wade, The Jerusalem Tro-
pologion.

Metreveli et al., ydggemgbo os©gomo.

Chronz, Review of Renoux, p. 266.
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sion of this edition with functioning keyword search has been made available on
the TITUS Texts database at the University of Frankfurt.®

Since the early 2000s, the Most Ancient ladgari has increasingly attracted
the attention of scholars as one of the best sources for the old Jerusalem liturgy,
among other things with respect to the hymns of the Sunday cycle’ and the Feasts
of Encaenia and of the Exaltation of the Cross.® There have been three significant
partial editions and translations of the ladgari texts in Western European languag-
es: a French one of the hymns of the Resurrection in three volumes, by Renoux,’ a
German one of Nativity hymns by Schneider'’, and a parallel of Georgian-English
one of Resurrectional and Marian hymns by Shoemaker.!' Renoux and Shoemaker
consciously adopt somewhat different editorial approaches from the 1980 edition,
which is a composite of multiple manuscripts.'?

These developments have spurred on research into the relationship between
the hymnography in the ladgari, as witnessing to the Old Jerusalem liturgy,"* and
the liturgical books of the later Byzantine Greek (and Slavic) rite. The study of
individual monostrophes from the ladgari has, in this respect, generated some
of the most interesting recent research on the textual history of the Oktoechos.
In particular, the authors of the 1980 edition discovered eight stichera anastasi-
ma common to the [adgari and the medieval/modern Byzantine Oktoechos, with
Zheltov subsequently expanding this list to 29.'* In their respective editions, Shoe-
maker and Renoux likewise identify many of these parallels, as well as the ancient
Marian hymn Sub tuum preesidium, known from both the Christian West and the

6 “The Most Ancient Hymn-Book (pdggemgbo oswgs®o)”, TITUS Texts Database,
URL: https://titus.uni-frankfurt.de/texte/etcs/cauc/ageo/liturg/udzviad/udzvi.htm (ac-
cessed 01.04.2022)

Froyshov, The Early Development; Zheltov, Stikhiry voskresnogo oktoikha.
Permiakov, Obnovienie Khrama Voskreseniia.

Renoux, Les hymnes de la Résurrection 1-1I1.

Schneider, Lobpreis im rechten Glauben.

' Shoemaker, The First Christian Hymnal.

Following Renoux, Shoemaker primarily reproduces the text of Mss. Sin. georg
. 40, 41, and 34, while also filling in missing or incomplete strophes from other
manuscripts. The Marian hymns in the First Mode in his edition come from
Ms. Sin. georg. 34, while the remaining seven modes are taken from Sin. georg.
41.

On the significance of the Georgian witness to the Jerusalem liturgy, see Froyshov,
The Georgian Witness, Sakvarelidze, Some Aspects of the Byzantinization.

4 Zheltov, Stikhiry voskresnogo oktoikha, pp. 98-99.
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Christian East and attested in a ca. 6™ century papyrus from the John Rylands col-
lection;'® in later Greek, Georgian, and Church Slavonic service books, this hymn
is prescribed to be sung at the dismissal of Vespers.

Renoux, and Shoemaker after him, both note that the early 4" c. Archbish-
op Proclus of Constantinople, in his Oratio I de laudibus s. Mariae, quotes the
Greek version of a further Marian hymn found in the Iadgari (incipit: 9gb, dgiobo
§390bs Fdoobs...).!¢ This serves as an argument for dating this particular hymn
back to at least the 4" century. However, as this parallel occurs in a homiletic
rather than a hymnographical text, and predates the Oldest ladgari, it does not fall
within the scope of this study.

Newly Identified Hymns

Sub tuum preesidium is, as it happens, not the only Marian hymn from the
ladgari present in later Byzantine liturgical books. It proved possible to identify
three further song-texts that have been preserved in the medieval Byzantine rite,
and which, like Sub tuum preesidium, are of considerable liturgical significance.
The incipits and references to the editions of the Old Georgian text are given here

(1) gomsmIg gbsmoom Igb, bobsmyamggsbm [=Metreveli etal., dggengbo
00035M0, p. 399, 1l. 3—7; cf. Shoemaker, The First Christian Hymnal, p. 302]

(2) gmmowe Floem MmIMGmoLbdImogmm [= Metreveli et al., ydggmmgbo
050035M0, 475, 11. 40-42; ct. Shoemaker, The First Christian Hymnal, p. 316]

(3) 306 M5 gbs@mol gb, ymmewo Fdowom Joemfyenm [= Metreveli et al.,
1dggamgbo osgsmo, p. 399, 1l. 8-14; cf. Shoemaker, The First Christian Hym-
nal, p. 300]

Text (1) is attested in the Greek Horologion from the medieval period (at the
latest) as a theotokion at the First Hour, and is found in both Church Slavonic
and Greek sources as part of the ‘ordinary’ of the service, i.e., it is chanted daily

15 Shoemaker,The First Christian Hymnal, p. 315, fn. 12; cf. Smelova, Biblical
Allusions and Citations, p. 124.

The dating of the papyrus to the 4% century given by Shoemaker (cf. Stegmiiller,
Sub tuum praesidium) is no longer widely accepted (Férster, Zur dltesten Uber-
lieferung; Mihalyko, The Christian Liturgical Papyri, p. 353, fn. 220; cf. also
Stegmiiller, Fragmente friihchristlicher Poesie, p. 96, fn. 2). 1 am grateful to
Dr. Tinatin Chronz for drawing my attention to this issue and providing these
references.

Shoemaker, The First Christian Hymnal, p. 313; Renoux, Les hymnes de la Ré-
surrection 11, 2010: p. 22; cf. PG 65:681b.
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regardless of the current liturgical celebration.!” The full Old Georgian text reads

as follows:

208

3005MIge gbsomoom Jgb, bobsmymyggobm,

(39©, 53907y godmodmFyoby BB bodsGmamobse,

badmmbyg, Medgory gedmomg gmggmo y3mFbgmgodoboe,

393 o ©©39M 33MFbymoe florse.

JommPyamdsb 0@zMmmg d3amegms dgwes dB, gmggmms mdgdmmo,

3oL 9390My 3bmMgde bymms Bygbmomzl. '

What shall we call Thee, O Thou Who art full of grace?"

Heaven, for Thou hast caused to shine forth the Sun of Righteousness?
Paradise, for Thou hast brought forth the [Blossom?] of incorruption??’
Thou gavest birth and hast remained incorruptible and holy.

[As a] Virgin, Thou has carried upon Thine arms a Son [Who is] God of
all,

Supplicate Thou Him to save our souls.

The standard contemporary Greek liturgical text from the Horologion is as
follows:?!

Ti 62 kol écopey, @ Keyoprtopévn;

Ovpavdv, dtt dvétetag Tov "HAov Thig dikaiocuvng.

[apdadeicov, 11 EBAdcTnoog o Gvhog tiig apbapoiog.

HopBévov, 611 Epevag dobopog:

ayvnvy Mntépa, 6t £oyeg oaig dryloug aykdAmig vidv, Tov mhvtov Ogdv.
ADT0V 1KéTEVE, GOOTIVOL TOC YLYOS IUGV.

20

21

Andreev, The Order of the Hours; Shchepetkin, Shchepetkin, Chasoslov X1V veka,
202; Sutochnyi bogosluzhebnyii krug, 28.

Metreveli et al., 3dggamgbo osege®mo, 399, 1. 3-7; Shoemaker, The First Christian
Hymnal, 302.

I prefer this translation of Lobo®yemggsbm (supported by Renoux) to Shoemaker’s
solution, ‘Cause of Joy’: as in the Greek and Slavic texts of this hymn, it is
manifestly an allusion to Lk. 1:28.

lit. ‘the all [sic!] of incorruption’ (gmggmo P3GFbgamgoobse). The disjointed
syntax (gmggemo ‘all’ does not govern the genitive) forces one to conclude that
gmggemo is scribal error (or misprint) for gmgogmo, a variant of gyegowo ‘bloom’,
‘blossom’, as supported both by the context and Greek dvfog.

All Greek liturgical texts, unless otherwise noted, are taken from the online project
Elnvika. Aertovpyicd Keiueva, URL: https://glt.goarch.org (accessed 01.04.2022).



What shall we call Thee, O Thou Who art full of grace?

Heaven, for Thou hast shone forth the Sun of Righteousness?

Paradise, for Thou hast sprouted forth the Blossom of incorruption?
Virgin, for Thou hast remained incorrupt?

Pure Mother, for Thou hast carried upon Thine arms a Son [Who is] God
of all,

Supplicate Thou Him to save our souls.

While this is evidently one and the same text, there are two notable differences
from the Iadgari version. First, the parallelism of the fourth and fifth lines/units
of meaning (Sinnabschnitte) in the Greek, signaled by the anaphora of accusative
(duplex) + 71, is missing from the Old Georgian in these two lines. Second, the
concept of ‘Virgin’ is present not in the fourth line, but in the fifth, in place of
‘Holy Mother’. This suggests that the text was either distorted in translation, or
the original Greek differed from more recent liturgical versions. The picture is
complicated rather by an archaic Slavic witness, NLR Q.11.1.57, a Horologion that
Andreev, in his recent comprehensive study on the topic, describes as ‘Slavonic
Studite’ (Type IV in his classification).?? The text of the theotokion in this manu-
script (f. 56r) is as follows:

UTo TA HAPEUEM WEPAAORANAR

NEO AH IAKO B'hCHIAAA IECH CATILLE NPABBABNOI"

AR AH TAKO B'ZAPACTHAA 16CH LEETH NEOYRAAALLIHA®
MTPh AH Nk ChKPANHCA HENOPOULNATA GTa"

AkBoy an wn Aavkaa cn g povkoy ciia i Bekyb Bar
TOrS MOAH W CAICNHH ALllh HALIKKS. >

What shall we call Thee, O Thou Who art full of grace?

Heaven, for Thou hast caused to shine forth the Sun of Righteousness?
Paradise, for Thou hast caused to sprout up the Blossom of incorruption?
Mother, yet Thou hast remained incorruptible and holy.

Virgin, yet Thou hast carried upon Thine arms a Son [Who is] God of all.
Pray thou Him to save our souls.

22 Andreev, The Order of the Hours, 335.

2 Nearly all East Slavic manuscripts of comparable antiquity concur broadly with
this witness, despite minor orthographical or morphological divergences. I am
grateful to Prof. Aleksei Pentkovskii for sending me a portion of an unpublished
critical edition of the Horologion Q.nm.I.57 on which basis I was able to confirm
this.
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Through repetition of the interrogative particle im, the parallelism of the Greek
is preserved to a greater extent than in the Old Georgian version. However, the
concepts of ‘Mother’ (mTph, corresponding to the finite verb-form 9gg) and *Vir-
gin’ (Akgoy, = Joanfymdsb) follow the same order as in the Old Georgian text of
the Iadgari. Moreover, it is impossible not to note the difference from the Greek
syntax in the fourth and fifth clauses especially. The adjective GTa [= dyvi|], in the
nominative, is kept together with nenopounnaia rather than agreeing with xbsoy —
very similarly to fdoosw in the Georgian. This, and the reversal of ‘Mother’/* Vir-
gin’, necessitate the use of the contrasting conjunction Hb5 in order to preserve the
logic and sense of the text.

There are two possible explanations for this discrepancy between the Greek
(and other more recent liturgical sources) and both the ladgari and the Old East
Slavic Horologion. The first is that the Greek vorlage of both the Old Georgian
and the early Slavic versions differed from the modern liturgical text. As noted
by Andreev, liturgical usage in the Byzantine periphery (Southern Italian Greek,
Georgian, and Palestinian Syriac) often “reflect[s] unusual or archaic usage that
remains unattested in sources from the cultural center”.>* One may doubt this pos-
sibility on account of the very clear parallel structure in the Greek; however, one
cannot overlook the commonalities in these two translations separated by over six
centuries.

The other possibility is that both the Old Georgian and Slavic translators mis-
read *ayviv as *dyvy (in Thomson’s typology of translation errors, a compound
of loss of letters and misrelation of adjectives).? In either case, in the case of both
the Georgian and Church Slavonic texts, there is a clear shift towards literalism in
the newer translations that will be observed in other theotokia as well. Meanwhile,
the modern Georgian liturgical version, belonging to the group of texts revised
according to Greek models in the 18" — 19™ centuries,* has evidently been revised
to match the Greek almost exactly:

Mo0-dg bobgm-gogem dgb, & dodsmygdymmm?

(39©, 53907 s0ImMm7Yd®FYobgg bmaggambs BB bodsMmaobse,
bodmmby, Medgoy smImyigby yyozomo Hb®Fbgamgdobs,
Joanfaamer, Modgoy ©sseagm P3mfbymew?

§30o ©gos©, Msdgmy 0@gommg Fdooms Fosmms dB s ymggmms

24 Andreev, The Order of the Hours, p. 319.
2 Thomson, Towards a typology of errors, pp. 361/372-3.
% cf. Gugushvili, Bogosluzhenie GPT5.
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mdghoo,
3L 9390MYy 3bmMYdo bymms BYgbmomzl.’

Compare this with the modern (Russian Synodal) Church Slavonic text:

YT T HApeuEmn, B BArOAATHAM;
NEO, IAKW BO3CTAAA ECH CANLLE NPABAKI:
J 4 \ N\ 14 LT

Al , IAKW NPo3ABAA €t gkTH neTania:

— ar \ " \ 4
AES, fakw npesniad éch neTaknna:

4 —- 4 o) ’ N\ -/ 4 L I 4 . — 4
YRCTEI MTPh, IAKW AWkAA Ech HA CTRIXS TEONXS WEATIAXK cia, BeEXh

BFa.
\ \ — ’ ’ ’ 28
TOrd MOAM CIICTHCA ASWAME NALLIKIAWE.

The liturgical importance of this piece of hymnography, in light of its function
as a fixed text at the First Hour, cannot be doubted. As confirmation of this, let
it suffice to note that there is a special 17" Russian century icon of the Mother
of God titled “Uro Ta Hapeuems” after the incipit of this theotokion. In the icon,
the Theotokos is depicted in the various aspects in which She is described in the
hymn, making the icon a visual representation of the same.”

& %k ok

A second Marian hymn present in the ladgari that was inherited by the later
Byzantine rite is the following:

gomoe §Floem ®IGmobdTmdgmm, ©mgms bmMmydobs Bygboboms
by ©0dsg3©gd g, 3oEMOMogbs gsbbMmsbgsbs by 80dsbomd, oMmsdgo Tgb
398359ocgb ©s 39o3b™3bgb F96.*

O All-Holy Mother of God, forsake me not in the days of my life, entrust me
not to the intention of men, but do Thou Thyself have mercy on us and save us.

Two of its subsequent specific liturgical uses are at Great Compline, as a
monostrophe after the responsory Kopie t@v ovvauewv..., as well as in the service

27 This text is cited from an unattributed digital version of the text of the hour of

Prime from the contemporary Georgian Orthodox church context.
28 Yacocnosb, f. 49v.
“Chto tia narechem” [“What shall we call Thee?”]. lkonografiia vostochno-chris-
tianskogo iskusstva [Iconography of Eastern Christian Art]. Project of the De-
partment of Church Arts, Saint Tikhon’s Orthodox University of the Humanities,
URL: https://icons.pstgu.ru/icon/3592 (accessed 21.03.2022).
30 Metreveli et al., 3dggemgbo oogs®o, 475, 1. 40-41; Shoemaker, The First Chris-

tian Hymnal, p. 316.

29
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of commemoration (Ilanuxuoa/Mviuoéoovov/3sbsdgowo) as a Sessional Hymn
after the Third Ode of the Canon (both in the Sixth Tone). In the latter function,
it is attested in Old East Slavic horologion manuscripts, e.g. the 15" century Ms.
Moscow RGB 113/349 (ft. 127r—v):

BeecTdra Bile, BO BPEMA KHROTA MOETO NE WCTARH MENE. B'h UYAULCTIH
NOMOLIH® NE OVERPH MENE. NO CAMA MA ZACTOVTIH H TOMHANH MA.

O All-Holy Mother of God, forsake me not during the time of my life, entrust
me not to the help of men, but do Thou Thyself help me and have mercy on me.

For comparison, the contemporary Greek liturgical text from the Horologion
is as follows:

Mavayio Ogotdke, TOV ¥povov Tiig Lofg LoV U EyKaTaMang e, avOpomivy
TPOGTOGIQ U] KOTOTIOTEOONG HE, GAL O AvTIAaBoD, Kol EAENCOV e,

As can be seen here, the Greek text and the Old Georgian and Church Slavonic
translations show a great degree of similarity amongst themselves. The most note-
worthy divergence is in the final phrase, which in the Old Georgian version has
both a plural object (‘us’, 99azFyomyb... Bygb) and different verbs (‘have mercy’
and ‘save’, versus ‘help’ and ‘have mercy’).

As in the case of the previous hymn, the modern (Russian) Church Slavonic
and Georgian liturgical texts have been brought into line with the Greek:

gmgmo-floom md®®obddmdgmm, omgms gbmmgdobs Bgdobosms by
©8353©90, © 3OEMOM0gLs gobbMmobgabs by J0dobomd, smsdgo Tgb Igmb-
dg9yeg o dso3bmgby dg.?!

BeecTda Bile, BO BPEMA KHBOTA moerw ne WeTden mene, yeaorkueckoms
NPEACTATEALCTES He BREPH MA: HO cama 3acTSNM, i nomHASH MA.»

While there are revisions that make them closer to the Greek (both syntactical-
ly, e.g. the shift from plural to singular object in the final phrase in the Georgian,
and lexically, e.g. YAULCTIR nomorpn — ueaorKueckoms npeprcTaTeancTrS in the
Church Slavonic), these are less dramatic overall than in the case of the theotokion
at the First Hour. Moreover, the degree of continuity between the two Georgian
versions is particularly striking. Among other things, where Greek and Church
Slavonic have the verb ‘mercy’ in the final phrase, both Georgian renditions have
‘save’ (3o(3bmgby, gyosbmgbgb). It would not be unreasonable to assume that the
middle/modern Georgian text of this hymn is descended from the Old Georgian
one in the ladgari.

3 The source of this text is likewise an anonymous PDF of unclear origin.
32 Yacocnoss, f. 116r.
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Chalcedonian Piety and Theotokia Dogmatika
The third and final Marian hymn from the ladgari that interests us here is argu-
ably the most important. The full Old Georgian text is reproduced here:

306 8Ms gbo@®mob 9gb, gmamsw Fowom JemGymm, Who shall not call Thee blessed, Most Holy Virgin,
306 808 Pgommdb 8gbgob p3MFbgembo Fodsbes? Who shall not hymn the most pure birth from Thee?
599077 BHMIY0-080 PPsdmea dsdobagsb gsdmomGyobos  For He who timelessly shone forth from the Father
353myoddgmoen SmmEoms. Ineffably in the flesh,

079b9%00 MIgM®o ogm He was God by nature

©5 0769000 3o 0gddbs Bygbozb, and by nature he became man for our sake,

35 MM 30Ms© gobymaom, not divided into two persons,

505890 MMHMogsb dbgosms but in two natures

999M93bgemo© 9mo badow 03bmdgoob. is He known in one aspect without confusion.

3oL 9390My, 9d3nmm, gmmaew bsbs@mMgamm, Supplicate Him, O most pure and blessed One,
3bmMgde bymos Bygbosmzl.* To save our souls.

Renoux and Shoemaker both already noted the historical and dogmatic signif-
icance of this hymn in their works on the ladgari and Marian piety. In particularly,
both scholars remark that 997 g3bgamsw is the standard Old Georgian translation
of Grk. aovyydrwe “without confusion’, a technical term from the diophysite Chal-
cedonian Definition (or ‘Oros’) of 451. Moreover, Renoux also — rightly — takes
bo@o [= uoperi/depass, 3pakt; cf. Ph. 2:6-7] and 3o0Mm0* [= mpdowmov/anug;
cf. Mt. 6:18—-17] as also being items of technical Christological vocabulary, and
notes the occurrence of other such terms elsewhere in the ladgari (for example,
1dGag9mon [= drpéntwe, likewise found in the Chalcedonian Oros], in a Res-
urrectional hymn of the 3™ Plagal Tone).*® To this one might also add dybgde
[= pvoig/ecTheTRO] as another unambiguously Christological lexical item.

The occurrence of this Christological terminology causes Renoux to doubt
his own dating of the originals of the Tadgari hymns to the late 4"—early 5" cc., a
dating amply supported by other evidence in the manuscript and, as mentioned
above, Armenian parallels.>® Shoemaker, for his part, does not regard this as a
problem, stating that the use of the term dadyyvrog/dovyydrws “to describe the

3 Metreveli et al., ydggamgbo oswegs®o, p. 399, 1l. 8-14; Shoemaker, The First
Christian Hymnal, p. 306.

3% In the footnote to Renoux’s translation, misspelled as o3ofo, presumably as the
result of a typographical error.

35 Renoux, Les hymnes de la Résurrection 11, p. 285, fn. 8.

3¢ Renoux, Les hymnes de la Résurrection 11, p. 22.
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union of natures in Christ was not the Fourth Council’s invention, and there is
significant precedent for such usage in writers of the fourth and early fifth centu-
ries”.?” On the contrary, he finds support in the dogmatic terminology of this hymn
for his overall theory about the sophistication of early Christian language and
imagery about the Mother of God.*®

One could thus be led to believe that this ‘Chalcedonian’ hymn might even
predate the Fourth Council, were it not for one crucial piece of information that
leads us much closer to an understanding of the relationship between the two: this
hymn does not only occur in the Georgian ladgari, but rather is very well known
in the Greek, Syriac, Slavic, and subsequent Georgian traditions as the so-called
theotokion dogmatikon of the Second Plagal Mode, in the Oktoechos among other
liturgical books. The earliest known Greek versions are preserved (without the
explicit title dogmatikon) in 9™-11" century Sticherarion (or Stichero-kathismatar-
ion) and Oktoechos manuscripts, such as Cod. Athos Laura I.67 (f. 131v),** Sinait.
gr. 1593 (f. 66r), and Sinait. gr. 778 (f. 38r).* The text from the 19" ¢. [Tapoaxiitiky
is reproduced here:

Tig pn poakapioet og, Movayio MoapOéve; Who shall not call Thee blessed, Most Holy Virgin,

TIG 11| OVOLVIIGEL GOV TOV HAGYEVTOV TOKOV; Who shall not sing the praises of Thine immaculate child-bearing,

0 yap dxpovag ék [atpog Exhapwog For the only-begotten Son, having shone forth timelessly from
Yiog povoyevig the Father

0 avTog £k 60D TG Ayviig TpofiiOev, Himself came forth from Thee, the Pure One,

Appaotmg capkmbeis, having been ineffably made flesh,

@VoEL B0 VAPV, being God by nature,

Kol OGEL Yevopevog avipomog Sunuds,  and becoming Man by nature for our sake,

00K €15 dVASA TPOCHTOV TEUVOUEVOC, not divided into a duality of persons,

GAL’EV SvAdL POGEWV, but in a duality of natures,

AGLYXOTOS YVOPLLOUEVOG. known without confusion.

AVTOV ikéteve, ogpvn Hoppoxapiote, Supplicate Him, Pure and Most Blessed One,
€henOfvar Tag Yoydg HuAV.*! to have mercy on our souls.

37 Shoemaker, Mary in Early Christian Faith, p. 191.

38 Shoemaker, The First Christian Hymnal, p. xxiii.

3 Hannick, The Theotokos in Byzantine hymnography, p. 72, fn. 17. This codex is
a miscellany comprising a Tridion, Pentekostarion, and Oktoechos.

40 Smelova, Melkite Syriac Hymns, p. 127.

4 ibid, Smelova, Melkite Syriac Hymns, p. 127.
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The Greek has remained remarkably stable through time: Cod. Laura I.67
evinces virtually no variant readings vis-a-vis the modern liturgical version, with
the sole exception that the adjectives dypovog and dovyyvrog are found in place of
the (homophonous) adverbs dovyyvtwe and dypovag.

In late medieval and modern Oktoechoi following the neo-Sabbaitic liturgical
Typikon, this theotokion dogmatikon is prescribed as a sticheron at Sunday Ves-
pers, at the end of the lucernarium, immediately before the entrance of the clergy
into the altar with the censer — a solemn moment in the service that underscores
the hymn’s liturgical and theological import. Meanwhile, the dogmatika general-
ly are absent from archaic Slavic Oktoechos manuscripts, such as Ms. Sof. 123.
Indeed, many early Greek Oktoechoi do not even have a separate category of
theotokia at all.** In other early manuscripts in which it is included, such as Athos
Laura I.67 or the mid-14™ century East Slavic Ms. Moscow RGADA 381.1/75
(an izbornyi oktoikh or ‘select Oktoechos’), it is merely given as a ‘theotokion’
alongside several others, without its liturgical function being specified further.
The RGADA manuscript contains a Church Slavonic translation that is identi-
fiably quite old, owing such linguistic features as the rendering of povoyevic as
tEEAHNOUAARI (ff. 29v—30r):

BTo TeBe HE BAXKHTK NpecTalA ABO Eile®

KTO AH HE NOIETK TEOtE [sic!] uTaro pm%'\m'
BEZAKTH'BI 0yBO T @i}a BOCHIAB™" Ciih IEAHNOUAAKI®
TOXE n U TeBe npq'%\*um' NPOHAE
NEHZPEUENNO" BOMAOLIECA:

IECTRCTROMA [Sic!] B'h ChI®

H IECThCThCTBO| Mk | YARK'® BhIB'h fopﬁ'

NE BO ABOHLH paZAkaAlem b

HO B'h ABOHLLH IECThCTROMA

HecmKCHO CAABHMM'B.

TOr® MOAH UTAIA npes?ﬁuam'

CNETHCA ALK HA, =

The text is corrupted in several places, apparently due to scribal errors (omis-
sions and haplographies), but as in the Georgian, there are a few places in which
it clearly diverges from the Greek: the addition of 61fe in the first line, the omis-
sion of *muus in the phrase He Bo nBoum pazAakaaiems, and the translation of

42 Bulaev, Zhanrovyi sostav, p. 35.
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ywapilouevos as cnaBuMb and élenbijvar as cuctuca (both cwlijvou tag woyog
nudv and élenbijvor tag woyog nudv are common liturgical formulae or akroteleu-
tia,” perhaps leading to conflation here). The adjective sezakTnw (instead of the
expected adverb *gezakTno) may be explained in terms of the variant reading
dypovog found in Cod. Laura I.67 (cf. 330dme in the ladgari text — the adjectival
form may thus in fact be older than the adverbial).

By contrast, in Moscow RGB Ms. 256/288 (f. 71v), a 15" ¢. Oktoechos with
determinedly South Slavic orthography, not only does this theofokion have pride
of place as the last hymn of the lucernarium for Tone VI Saturday evening (i.e.
Sunday) Vespers, but the translation is syntactically and lexically closer to the
original Greek and has been revised vis-a-vis the older East Slavic version quoted
above. Interestingly, the theological term dovyyvrwe has been rendered using a
different root, as Hecbiianuo rather than HecmbcHo:

K70 TéBe Ne BRHKHTE NpTad KB

Al KTO HE BRCNOE TEOGS NPaTAro pokKhCTEA.
BeZAENO B0 T Jija Bhciakh ciib ¢AHNOPSHIIN.
ThKA€E I TERE UTTHIA NPOAAE

NECKAZANNO BRIABLICA.

€CTES B Chiu.

H €CTROME BKIER URKK NA paAR.

NE Bk ABR AMILH pagA'kz\'ke

AR B'h ABOOHILH ECTEER

NECHATANNO NMOZHABAEMB

TEro MAH UTAA I ELCEEAKENAA.
NOMAOBATHCA AITIA NALLH.

The modern (Russian Synodal) Church Slavonic translation is quite compa-
rable with the medieval version quoted above in its literalism (Wlth the minor
nuance that the parallel construction He BO IBOIO...HO BO [BOIO... is a greater
departure from the Greek; in the earlier versions, the numeral aBouna corresponds
to Greek dvdg).

HTO TEBE NE O\/'E(\?KI/IT'I; I'IpECTAA AEO,
KT AH HE BOCNOET'h TEOENW npeq'mrw p?KTBA,
EGSA’kTNW 5o U OLI’A EOSCIAEhIH TN GAHNOPOANhIﬁ,

4 For discussion of this term in historical context, see Conomos, What is a Tropar-
ion?.
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ToMKE W TEBE AThIA npSAAE,
NEHZPEUENNW BOMASLILCA,

ECTECTEOM L Bk ChIM,

A écTECTROMD BKIBS YARKK® HACK PAAH,
NE BO AROK AHUS pasAkademnuii,

NO BO ABOK CTECTRS

NECAHTNW NO3HARAEMAIH.

TOrS MOAM UTaA, BCEBAKENNAA,
NOMHAOBATHCA ASIIAMK HALLIKIMWE.*

Meanwhile, the contemporary Georgian liturgical text of the dogmatikon,
while bearing obvious lexical and terminological similarities to that in the Iad-
gari, has itself been revised considerably so as to be a more literal translation of
the Greek. Notably, the formerly ‘missing’ lines ‘Only-begotten Son, the Same
came forth from Thee, Most Pure One’ (d8 dbmmmodmdomo / ogogg dgbgsb
100fmabs godmgows) have been added in:

30b oMo gbs@mowglb 9gb, ymgmoFdoom Jomfymm,

3006 9Ms P3ammdgL P3OHFbgambs Jmdsbs gbbo,

083907 H™Igamo-0g80 PYFodm 3530bsgsb godmomFyobos dB

dbmmmmEdmoomo,

08039 996306 oofmabs godmgows

g30dmymgddgamo Jmmdgbbdymo,

®dgmmo ogm dbgoom

©8 Bggbm3zlb 3o3-0J3bs Fysemmdoom.

3Md MmMY0s© 30Mmmabs 3obozggme,

3M8dg©e MM0ms dYbgdom

F99093bgmme© babsy®-0gdbe.

ol 939My, 35@0Mbabm ©s gmgmsbobs@mgmm,

sbm®go0bsmzlb bymms Bygbmsbs.*

Notably, this revised Georgian text is still /ess literal than its Church Slavonic

counterparts. Where the Georgian makes use of finite verbs (36dmd®§yobws, ogm,

“ Qrréugn, f. 88v.

. 330M0b Modobmggol Jbsbymgdgdo 3sMsezmo@mbol (Mgs bds) Jobgogoom [Sunday
Vigil Services According to the Paraklitiké (Eight Tones)], p. 66. The edition is
in khutsuri script but the text is provided here in mkhedruli for convenience and
in conformity with Georgian academic practice.
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[39G-/boEbay-]0dabs, gobogggms) in subordinate or indeed main clauses to convey
Greek participles, Church Slavonic faithfully replicates the original constructions.
The inherent structural differences between the two languages are surely a factor in
this: Church Slavonic possesses a larger set of participles than (Old) Georgian. We
will see this again when looking at the Syriac versions (below).

The perception of the liturgical import of this and other texts dubbed dogma-
tiki in the Slavic tradition only grew over time, with the chant melodies composed
for them being more elaborate than for other stichera in the Oktoechos.*® We can
thus observe a clear evolution in the liturgical function of this text over time,
from being one theotokion among many in the Oldest ladgari, to being included
as one of several under a particular tone in the Oktoechos, and finally to being
assigned a very particular liturgical place and function. This might be regarded in
the overall framework of what Hannick termed, with respect to the formation of
the Oktoechos, an evolution from ‘recueils génériques’ to ‘recueils liturgiques’.*’

As becomes especially clear when looking at the Greek text of this hymn
(which can be presumed close to the original of the ladgari translation), it is not
only the terminology, but also the content and structure of this text that echo the
Chalcedonian Oros (or ‘Definition’). Let us look at the relevant passage in the
Oros itself:

... PO GIOVOV pEV €K TOD TATPOG YevVNOEvTa Katd TV BedTNTO, £ E0YATMV
8¢ TV MUEPOV TOV aOTOV Ol NUAG Kad did TV NUETEPOY coTnpiay £k Mapiog Tig
mapOévov TG BeoToKOL KATA TNV AvOpmTOTNTA, EVa Kol TOV 0dTOV XP1oTov, vidy,
KOPLOV, HOVOYEVT], £V 300 QUGEGLY, GGVYYVTMG, ATPETTMG, ASIUPETMOG, AYOPIOTOC
YVOPILOPEVOV...00% Eig 800 TPpOcOTE pEPLopevoy i drarpoduevoy.. s

... before the ages begotten of the Father as to the Godhead, but in the last
days, the Self-same, for us and for our salvation (born) of Mary the Virgin The-
otokos as to the Manhood; One and the Same Christ, Son, Lord, Only-begotten;

4 Gardner, Altrussischer notierter Oktoich, p. 222, fn. 9.

47 Hannick, Le texte de 1’Oktoechos, p. 41; cf. Bulaev, Zhanrovyi sostav, 34. By
‘recueils génériques’, Hannick understands specifically collections of texts belong-
ing to the same hymnographical genre (Sticherarion, Kontakarion, etc.). Howev-
er, one could also extend the concept to apply to groupings of hymnographical
works according to either genre and thematic content, or both. While the Tadgari
is itself already partially organized along ‘liturgical’ lines, some sections of the
manuscripts, such as those containing the Marian hymns examined here, are still
evidently structured entirely around the content of the texts, grouped thematically.

% quoted in Wickham, Chalkedon.
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acknowledged in Two Natures unconfusedly, unchangeably, indivisibly, insepa-
rably...not as though He was parted or divided into Two Persons..."

Even if the order of the corresponding parts is not identical between the two
texts, the high degree of overlap (especially in the bold-faced segments) is obvi-
ous. This is especially true on a syntactical level, as in the emphatically similar
use of the participle yvawpi{dusvos (-v) in the two texts. Unless the Chalcedonian
Oros was quoting the hymn (!), everything therefore points to this being an ex-
plicit reference to the former in the latter. Still, this does not have to be a problem
in itself in dating of these texts: the ladgari and its lost Greek prototype(s) can be
understood as hymnographic anthologies or miscellanies bringing together hymns
from various periods, from the 3™ century (or earlier) down to the 5" century.

The discovery of the text of this theotokion dogmatikon in the ladgari makes
it necessary to revise certain conceptions and claims about the dogmatika as a
whole. The hymns of this (sub-)genre have traditionally been ascribed to St. John
of Damascus, as in the following encyclopedia entry by Zheltov:

Tpamuius npunuceiBaeT co3nanue [[ormarukos| npm. UMoanny Jlamackuny
(VIII B.). [lelicTBUTENHHO, B IPEBHEUITNX COXPAHUBIINXCA (TIPEUMYIIECTBEHHO
B TPY3. [IEPEBO/IC) PENAKIHIX HEPYCATUMCKHX COOPHUKOB BOCKPECHBIX MECHOIIe-
Hui, Bocxoasux K [IV-V BB., JI[orMaTuku| OTCyTCTBYIOT, TOTAA KAK B PYKOITUCSAX
IX B. (mamp., Sinait. gr. 1593) GOJBIIMHCTBO M3 HUX YK€ €CTh; NOITHUYECKHUH
CTHJIb B 0COOEHHOCTH ITOCTPOCHHS MH[OTHX | JI[ orMaTHKOB]| TakKe COMOCTaBUMBI
¢ ap[yrumu]| TBopeHusiMu mipr. MoaHHa, Hanp. CTUXHpaMH B YWHE OTIICBaHMUSL.
Bmpouewm, xoprryc Jl[ormarukoB] (Bkitodast J[[ormaTiku | Maioit BeuepHn) B pyKo-
MUCSIX HE BIOJHE CTAOWJIEH [...] ¥ OKOHYATENLHO CIIOXKHICS He cpasy.>

Tradition attributes the creation of the dogmatika to St. John of Damscus (8"
¢.). Indeed, in the oldest surviving redactions of the Jerusalem anthologies of
Sunday hymns (mostly Georgian translations), which go back to the 4"—5" centu-
ries, the dogmatika are absent, whereas in 9" century manuscripts (e.g., Sinait. gr.
1593), the majority of them already there. The poetic style and particular features
of the construction of many dogmatika are also comparable with other works by
St. John, for example, the stichera from the funeral service. Moreover, the corpus
of dogmatika (including those at Small Vespers) is not entirely stable [...] and did
not take shape immediately.

Similarly, Hannick writes:

4 trans. Bindley, The Oecumenical Documents, p. 297
0 Zheltov, Dogmatik.
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The dogmatika theotokia are considered to be the work of John of Damascus,
an attribution which, linguistically speaking, is supported by their use of unusual
expressions such as ‘avbvrdpkrec’ (existent in itself) in the theotokion of the to-
nus gravis: ‘Opictov kai Gppnrov dvimg’ (terrible and inexpressible indeed) — an
expression which is used only by authors of the 7" to 8™ centuries, such as Anas-
tasios of Sinai, Leontios of Jerusalem or John of Damascus.*!

In her musicological thesis on the Slavonic Oktoechos, Pletneva likewise
claims Damascene authorship not only for the dogmatika, but also for the stichera
anastasima — even though Metreveli’s and Renoux’s editions of the Sunday
hymns from the ladgari had already proven otherwise.” Similar statements, in-
cluding ones referring explicitly to Zheltov, can also be found with some degree
of frequency in modern Russian church-popular media.>* However, treating the
theotokia dogmatika as a cohesive collection is nothing new and there even exist
entire Old East Slavic commentaries specifically on the dogmatika in the eight
tones.** In addition, it was possible to identify the Slavonic text not only of Ktd
TEBE NE OVBAKNT k... [= Tic u) paxapioer oe...], but also of the Tone 7 Theotokion
Dogmatikon Martu y60 mo3uanaca €c... [= Mijwp pév éyvaodic..., cf. below]
on scrolls held by Cosmas of Maiuma and John of Damascus, respectively, on a
Russian icon from the turn of the 18" century from the collections of the Icon Mu-
seum in Recklinghausen, Germany. The appearance of the texts on these scrolls
represents a de facto attribution of the respective texts to these two saints.

51

Hannick, The Theotokos in Byzantine hymnography, p. 72.

Pletneva, Pevcheskaia kniga «Oktoikhy, p. 4.

E.g.: “«Kto Tebe ne ublazhit, Presviataia Devo?». Kommentarii k dogmatiku shes-
togo glasa” [““Who shall not call Thee blessed, O Most Holy Virgin?’ Commen-
tary on the Dogmatikon of the Sixth Tone”]. Pravoslavie.ru. https://pravoslavie.
ru/144041.html (accessed 01.04.2022); “Dogmatik shestogo glasa” [“The Dogma-
tikon in the Sixth Tone”]. Radio Vera. https://radiovera.ru/dogmatik-shestogo-glasa.
html (accessed 01.04.2022).

For an edition of one such commentary, see Vershinin, Drevnerusskoe tolkovanie.
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FIGURE 1 FIGURE 2
o _— : -

Tkonen-Museum Recklinghausen, 920 (acquired 1990), O tebé raduetsia vsiakaia tvare
Russia (armory), ca. 1700, egg tempera on wood, 174.5x156.5 cm (used with permission)

It is obvious that the traditional attribution of these texts must now be revised,
for we have already ascertained that one of the eight “major” dogmatika is in
fact present in the selfsame collections of Old Georgian hymns in which Zheltov
claims they do not exist. Following Renoux’s dating of the Marian hymns in the
ladgari, the translation of the hymn would have been carried out carried out the
6™ century. This substantial back-dating allows us to state with confidence that
John of Damascus was definitely not its author. While some of the dogmatika may
still have been written by St. John, it is likely that his real achievement was in
compiling the ‘corpus’ of these hymns from pre-existing sources or collections of
theotokia. In other words, the hymns did not originally form a ‘category in them-
selves’, nor were they composed as part of an eight-tone cycle, but instead they
later came to be viewed as a single corpus as the result of a process of compilation
or anthologization (by John of Damascus and others).

Two further observations speak in favour of treating the dogmatika as dispa-
rate hymns rather than a cohesive body of texts. First, Tic un noxopioe oe... is

55 Hannick, The Theotokos in Byzantine hymnography, p. 72.
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not the only hymn from this group to occur outside of the Oktoechos and inde-
pendently of the others: in a 9%/10™ collection of Melkite Syriac translated hym-
nography, one finds, alongside this same text (see below), a version of what is
now known as the theotokion dogmatikon of the Seventh (i.e. Third Plagal) Mode
(Syriac inCipit: e no <haak, Al nl wue © Sl <o [= Mijgp
Hev &yvaralng, vrep pvov Ocotoke...]).>¢ Second, in all Greek and Slavic as well
as Melkite Syriac witnesses, this hymn is placed under the Sixth (Second Plagal)
Mode; by contrast, in the Most Ancient ladgari, it is included under the (non-pla-
gal) Second Mode. Incidentally, specifically West Syriac (as opposed to Melkite)
manuscripts containing this text concur with the ladgari on the count, placing the
hymn under the Second Mode, as does the early Saint Petersburg manuscript of
theotokia examined by Smelova — a fact that in and of itself ought of considerable
interest for musicologists. If, on the contrary, the hymn had originally been spe-
cially written by St. John of Damascus in the Sixth (Second Plagal) Mode as part
of a cycle of dogmatika for the Oktoechos, one would not expect this alternation
between the tones in different traditions.

The textual history of the dogmatikon in Syriac turns out to be no less inter-
esting from the point of view of both translation technique and dogmatic under-
standing. The Slavic and Georgian texts reproduced above exhibit the same shift
from lesser to greater literalism observed elsewhere, and also replicate the hymn’s
Christological terminology. The dogmatic awareness demonstrated in them ex-
tends to Syriac translations, too, including those examined by Smelova. These
are much looser than any of the Georgian or Slavic versions. One redaction of the
text is preserved in 11"—13™ century Oktoechos manuscripts, including Brit. Lib.
Add. 17133, Brit. Lib. Add. 14710, Sinait. syr. 25, Sinait. syr. 208 and Sinait. syr.
210, and St. Petersburg RNB Syr. new series 11. The text uses unambiguously
Christological terms, including «,._~ ‘nature’ and the Greek loanword ai.coar
[= mpdowmov]:

¢ Smelova, Biblical Allusions and Citations, p. 389; Melkite Syriac Hymns, p. 129.
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Who will not proclaim you blessed,

pure and holy Virgin?

Who will not magnify and worship

the one who without intercourse was born from
you,

who has shone from the Everlasting Father®
and came to us, the Only-begotten Son,
who from your pure womb

was incarnate and born inexplicably?
Being God by his nature,

he truly became man

for the sake of love towards us;

as not being divided into two persons,

but in two natures

without confusion worshiped and glorified.
And therefore pray and supplicate,

O humble one and full of grace,

for the salvation of our souls.”

The West Syriac text is broadly similar, barring some lexical substitutions.

However, there is one major difference in content, which is that the section con-
veying the Chalcedonian diophysite doctrine has been adapted to conform to West
Syriac miaphysite teaching. No longer does the hymn say that Christ is not “di-
vided into two persons, but in two natures [...] worshiped and glorified”; instead,
it has been changed to state that He “is not divided into two natures, but in one
nature without confusion [he is] worshiped and glorified”:

P A L nd Ay, Naow Who will not proclaim you blessed,

oRadW anh asvere | pure and holy Virgin?

Pl A\~ o o ac e

Ao TR W KQ\,AJ

Who will not venerate and worship
the son who was born from you,

Mo ALY e o A oy, | as who from the inexhaustible Father

A ® 0 epw oI % | has shone and has come, the Only-begotten
DA AT DA P 20OW; nu\,d Son,
~ihooi A\ wasdaw | Who from your pure womb

Al R ma owse o | embodied without an alteration?

aoxii ma i | Being God by his nature,
.osaom wehAhe | ke truly became man
for the sake of love towards us.

Not being divided into two natures,

Aa “»1 7:\)\.2‘.3.\. Aé\i,\c\)nr( e

AR 91 e pooid 1l salsdr

7 lit. ‘without time’ (adw 1o ), cf. dypdvas / Pzodme.

8 St Petersburg RNB Syr. new series 11, f. 3v, quoted in: Smelova, Melkite Syriac
Hymns, 127-128; translation: ibid.; Smelova, Biblical Allusions and Citations, p.
383-4.

223



ArohA 1 opehos | but in one nature without confusion
Ao s, aos, | worshiped and glorified.
oL opdh W\ waai. | Pray and supplicate to him,
W hain (awhe andl # | O glorified one and full of all our beauties,

for the salvation of our souls.”

If one ever had any doubt about the status of this hymn as a dogmatic text, this
act of adaptation by a Church tradition that had rejected the Council of Chalcedon
clearly shows that it was perceived as such. Both Syriac versions also demonstrate
a far freer approach to translation than any of the Georgian or Slavic versions do,

with various insertions and rephrasings. Additionally, as indicated above with re-
spect to the choice of Mode (Second versus Second Plagal), there are typological
similarities in the way that these hymns to the Mother of God are anthologized in
both the Syriac and Georgian traditions: the collection of Syriac theotokia in NLR
Syr. new series 11 is quite similar in is structure and makeup (hymns to the Mother
of God grouped under eight tones) to the portions of the ladgari titled 9993mdsebo o
Tgbbdsbo gmmow Fdowobs ©s ©ogdymobs, Fdoobs mdMmobITmdmobsbo
‘Lauds [lit. Adornments] and Praises of the All-Holy and Glorified Holy God-bear-
er’ — even if the contents of both anthologies overlap only to a certain degree (the
one dogmatikon and Sub tuum preesidium).

Sub tuum preesidium Revisited

Having considered various cases of textual variation in the above three hymns
from ladgari and translations of the same in other languages, it makes sense to
return now to the very first Marian hymn mentioned above, Sub tuum preesidium,
the earliest known version of which is preserved in the Papyrus 470 (3™ or 4% ¢.)
from the John Rylands Collection. P. Mercenier’s oft-quoted reconstruction of the
Greek text, with original orthography, is reproduced here for convenience:

V] [TV oKEmmy Thi¢

gvomA[ayyviog Gov

KOTOQE[VYOLEY,

®cotoKe’ T[OC NUOV

ikeotiog pun mo[p-

£1deg &v meploTdo[etl

AL €K KtvdOVoL

pooon Nuag [o0 1 povn [ayvi

Koi 1 edA0Y[NuéEVN®

% Vat. sir. 94, ff. 145v—146r, quoted in: Smelova, Melkite Syriac Hymns, p. 129.
0 Stegmiiller, Sub tuum praesidium, pp. 76-77
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This corresponds to the following in contemporary Greek liturgical usage (as
a dismissal hymn at Great Vespers in the Horologion):

Yro v onv goomhayyviav, kataeevyouev, Ogotoke, Tog MUDV 1KeGIAG,
un mopidng &v mEPIoTAGEL, AL’ EK KIvOUV@V ADTp®GaL NUAS, Hovn Ayvi, povn
v oyNUEV.

In the ladgari, the Georgian text of the hymn (nearly identical in meaning to
the Greek) is as follows:

9gbbes ImFygomygobs dogom@Gom, IMMoLATMIgemm, Bygblbs ggmmgdsbs by
1890 909mb-3gma Fombs Fobs, sMsdgo Mobbgobsgeb gzblgb, dbmmmm [...]*

Under Thy mercy we flee for refuge, O God-bearer, despise not our supplica-
tion in constraint, but deliver us from wroth, O only [Pure and Blessed One].

In terms of translation technique, the choice of dmfyommgos ‘mercy’ for Grk.
evorlayyvia, a compound word deriving from € ‘good’ + omddyyoc ‘bowels, in-
ward part’ (i.e. the seat of the feelings), deserves some attention here. To this day,
dmfgoemgods has remained the standard translation for edoriayyvio in liturgical
Georgian, as evidenced by the translation of this same hymn in use in the modern
Church of Georgia:

dmPgomgdobs Tgbbs Imgomm@zom, Foom mgmobddmdgamm, ggmgdsbs
B3gbLs by 19anmgdgm-3gmas, sMedge mgmgsms o JoMmmogob ggoblgb Bggb,
dbmmmm ggdmbyyamm.©

The Syriac translation likewise has ‘mercy’:

ek e e apisme o, [ Under the cover of your mercy
moihie o sdah Ao | we find protection, God-bearer,
ol zaq moioe o dw, [ and we offer our supplication to you:
A Nome P osohw aaoaw, | Do not reject the prayer of your servants,
A Bl Y wad sl @ o A | but deliver us from every suffering,
W h m dsayen, | asyou are the only

rash amoinhes [ pure and blessed one.®

81 Metreveli et al., ydggmgbo osogsto, p. 458, 1. 5-7; Shoemaker, The First Chris-
tian Hymnal, p. 314. The final words are evidently missing, as the adjective
dbmenmm ‘only’ is left without a complement, and all the other versions have
some form of ‘Only Pure’, ‘Only Blessed’, or a combination thereof at the end.
quoted in Ebralidze, ®gmobd3mdmol ydggmgbo 30d6o; further examples of
AmFygomo/dmfyomgds as translating edomdayyvog/ebonlayyvio. can be found in
the the Oktoechos, e.g. in Ode 7 of the Resurrectional Canon for Tone 2, or
in Ode 1 of the Canon to the Theotokos for Tone 7, cf. 330m®ol msdobmggol
Ababymyogoo... pp. 22, 83.

% Smelova, Melkite Syriac Hymns, p. 123
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Interestingly, the (rather free) Latin versions of this hymn show some vari-
ation in this respect, translating it as either misericordiam (Ambrosian Rite) or
preesidium (Roman Rite).% If misericordiam can be understood as conveying the
sense of edomlayyvio, then preesidium apparently takes up the notion of oxény
‘protection’ found in early Greek versions of the text, such as that reconstructed
from the John Rylands papyrus.

Perhaps the most interesting case of lexical variation is in Church Slavonic.
The translation from the archaic East Slavic Horologion NLR Q.m.1.57 (f. 1209r,
dismissal of Vespers) is as follows:

[IoAh TEOK MATH npuekraewns Bile ABO MATE® HALIHK® NE NMPEZPH B'h
CKOPELXh Nk U B'EA HZBARH NA IEAMNAIA Y4TA M BAFNAR.

Meanwhile, post-Nikonian (Russian Synodal) Church Slavonic has here re-
placed maTh with BATOSTPIEIE, a close morphological calque of edomlayyvio:

[lof Teo¢ BAroSTPdEie npuekriems Biie, moaénia NAWwA He NPéspH Bo
WECTOANIH, Ho U BEAL A3BARH NAI EAMIHA GTad, GANNA BATOCAORENHAA. S

The Church Slavonic text of this hymn has thus, unlike the Georgian, Latin
or Syriac, undergone a process of near-total ‘literalization’. This is arguably due
to the greater derivational-morphological capabilities of Church Slavonic, which
is far more readily able to calque Greek compound nouns and adjectives such as
BAro8TpdEie and EAro8TPdEeN than are Latin, Syriac, or (Old) Georgian. While
similar tendencies are doubtless also observable in Georgian and Syriac (as indi-
cated above), the structure of the latter two languages is inherently less conducive
to this kind of literal morphematic calquing or ‘loan translation’ (to use Betz’
terminology®®) — as seen in the case of the participial constructions in the dog-

8 Sub tuam misericordiam confugimus Dei Genitrix (ut) nostram deprecationem
ne inducas in tentationem sed de periculo libera nos sola casta et benedicta
(Ambrosian, quoted in Ebralidze, ®gmobddmdmoly ydggamgbo 303bo); Sub tuum
praesidium confugimus, Sancta Dei Genetrix. Nostras deprecationes ne despicias
in necessitatibus, sed a periculis cunctis libera nos semper, Virgo gloriosa et
benedicta (Roman, ibid.). The Ambrosian-rite version is less literal; the expression
“ne inducas in tentationem” may be inspired by the similar petition in the Lord’s
Prayer

Yacocnoss, ff. 91v-92r. However, it is important to note that in actual litur-
gical practice in the modern Russian Orthodox Church, one finds ITogs TBOIO
MHIIOCTS. .. in practically free alternation with the revised Ilof TgoE BAroSTPSEiE. ...
The phrasing of the older Church Slavonic translation clearly had considerable
‘sticking power’.

% cf. Betz, Die Lehnbildungen; Lehnworter und Lehnprdgungen.

65

226



matikon. As a prospect for future research, it would be interesting to undertake a
comparative study of translation techniques in a larger corpus of hymns from the
ladgari, e.g. for Sunday or various feasts, that are also known from the subsequent
Eastern liturgical tradition.

Concluding Remarks

This preliminary investigation into hymns to Mary in the Most Ancient lad-
gari has thus yielded a number of important results. First, it has been shown how
hymns to the Mother of God from the thematically grouped sections in the ladgari
were liturgically ‘repurposed’ in the later Byzantine Horologion and Oktoechos.
Second, a comparison of the early Georgian and Church Slavonic translated hymns
with newer liturgical versions revealed a shift from freer to more literal translation
techniques (to use Brock’s terminology, from ‘text-oriented’ to ‘reader-oriented’
translation), such as is generally observable over time in non-Greek cultures of
the Byzantine Empire and periphery.®” Third, the identification of the hymn gob
abo@mob Fgb, ymmow Fdosm Joamfymm... as the theotokion dogmatikon of
the Sixth Mode from the Oktoechos makes it possible to backdate this text by a
considerable amount, while forcing us to abandon the attribution of the theotokia
dogmatika as a whole to John of Damascus along with the tendency to treat these
texts as a single, coherent corpus. It is hoped that this preliminary study of these
select few texts will serve as a template and springboard for further research into
the rich Marian hymnography in the ladgari and its legacy in the liturgical books
of the Byzantine rite.®

7 cf. Brock, Towards a History.

% T am grateful to Dr. Tinatin Chronz, Prof. Aleksei Pentkovskii, Olga Hailova, John
Pumphrey, and Marina Samsonova for reviewing drafts of this text and for their
invaluable advice and suggestions, as well as to Olga Grinchenko of the Slavic
and Eastern European Mediaeval Studies Group (SEEMGS) for her invitation to
give a talk at the SEEMSG Annual Meeting on March 19, 2022 that eventually
led to this article.
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